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Mr. Richard Harwood, Newsroom 
The Washington Post •; 

1150 15 St., NVT 
Washington, DC 20071 

Dear Dick, 


Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Rd. 
Frederick, MO 21702 

7/13/98 


Thd is missinG from your today's understated and limited "culpa", 

"How Lies See the Light of Day." One of the limitations is that it does not say 

n 1 

"How Lies "o Not See the Light of Day." With whioh Ive had considerable exper- 
ience, including with you. But please do not take this as intended to be personal 
for it is not, as x hope you see before the end. Rather do 1 intend this as a 
record for history^ although it will not be published, j^will be part of what 
I estimate is at least a half-million pages in my archive, about a third of a 
million of which were once -withheld government records I got by more than a 
dozen FOIA lawsuits so/fi of whicl^ were precedental and one of which, according to 
the legislative history no paper reported but is in the ^ngr 083 *- 011 ^ Recrrd 
(copy on request)led to tjy.e amending of a provision of that Act in 1974 to make 
FBI, CIA and similar agencj records accessible under it. 

As the Post has never told its readers, the assassination of any American 
president is a de facto coup d' etat under our system, tlf you question this I'll 
explain# it.)lt is, I think, the most deeply subversive crime under our system, 
t^et wheh the official investigation of the JFK assassination was entirely star 
chamber not a paper o t TV or radio station or network or syndicate - no element * 
of the free press - made the slightest recorded protest. As was done, for example, 
in the SjJfcLmpson trial even when there was pool access. 

That changed our history as I doubt afay of you hothered to think about. 

(Please q "1 xcuse my typing. It cantyfc be any better. I'm 85 now and i must 
keep my right leg elevated and my left leg with the foot as high as my heart. 

The typewriter is between my legs.) 

Li tliis, as I'm sure it never considered, the media was like that under Stalin 
or Hitler, among others. 

All the media, including book publishers and magazines. 

I wrote the first book on that assassination. 1 t was finished mid-February, 
1965. I published a limited edition of it that August when it was apparent that 
book publishers feared the subject. I lost ray agent, who told me that, and after 
^ published the book myself a number of those of the more than a hundred inter- 
nationally who had rejected the book told me they had feared to publish it. In 
all those rejectikns not a single adverse editorial comment. 

Is there a bigger story in this country thai the assassination of a president? 

Would it b«x not be expected tliat book publishers would grasp the$fc£fSt« first 
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book in particular? V/ould that land ibf interest not continue? 

When I first ran into this .problem, before the middle of 1965, I took a copy 
of the rough draft to Mac ('jjjathiefis , then a friend and our Congressman, lie was 
just out of surgery and the first night *nn had to take it away from him and make 
him sleep. He finished it the next day. When he was up and about again he went 
to the chairman of the judiciary committee of whicbjhe was a member, Manny Celler, 
asking Celler for a hearing. Ceiker would not touch the subject. 

I remind you that the book came entirely from the cifFed official evidence. 

When (feller turned him down, tiiac too^the manuscript to A1 friendly, 
then a managing editor, gave it to Stem to read. '-When * heard nothing for 
two months. I asked Larry to return it. I then found that in those two months, from 
his markeS*, he had gotten^Wpnge 47 of the triple-spaced manuscript. 

Broke and in debt and not knowing how I'd be able to distribute the book I 
was able to get it printed on credit and did improvise some ddistribution. The 
first hundred copies went to the nedia. I spent a day delivering copies in 
Washington, including to the Post, and mailed the rest to major papers and 
electrode netw^ks to which £ had not mdade personal delivery. 

It got not one story, not a single review, not a single inquiry. 

Then I got the idea of taking w^hat in my reporting days would have been 

considered newsworthy, the two sentences only on the assassination itself in the 

ri/c'iume — •* 

supposedly definitrivei^Bl report LB£J ordered the night of the assassination. 

In those two/sentences the FBI did not account f or^ the officially-acknowledged 
wounds and did not even give the cause of death? 

Because Mac had dealt with Friendly I took those pages to him. ^e took me in 
fo Bern ^radlee and they said tliey'd look into it. They also assigned the book to 
Ban Kurzman to read. Th^ll was asked to give Ban and Larry questions to ask of 
Howard P. Willing, I sat down at a desk in the newsroom and off the top of the 
head did a ad3? single pahe page of them. Larry and Ban went to see him and later 
that day, when ^ returned by prearrangement, Kurzman told me, XkfL, you are in. 
had no satisfactory answer for a single question. V Larry went in to see Bradlee. 

Then, as you may remember, Kurzman left and you replaced him. (i am not 
suggesting cause and effect and x have no reason to believe this had anything to 
do with his leaving.) I stopped in to see youepnee or twice, yo\M seemed not to 
want that so ^ discontinued going in to answer questions if youjiad any. 

There was an understanding that the Post was going to do a story on $y book. 
But whey your story 'aJ55S5^Capi)eared , the P6st iiad gotten an advance copy of 
Epsetin s Inquest and your long story was almtest entirely about it, wiFh the 
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barest mention of mine. And at tliat yoM misled, at least mglde no mention of what 
Epstein did report, without asking any questions of them, that Commission ^embers 
Bussell, booper and ^oggs refused to agree with the basis of the report, what is 
not a theory but is a fabrication, that one bullet cause^all seven nonfatal 
wounds on three men. (Nobody ever thinks df J im T a gue, wM^as^wounded at the 

v -A 

opposite end of Dealey Plaza.; 

Mli& what Epstein did not do, followed up on that. When 1 was able to 
put in Russell* s liands the proof of how his trust had been imposed upon, he 
enco^aged me until his dying day (he knew that was close, from^mphe|ma) and 
he broke his lomg friendship^ with (^yndon ^ohnaon. jtyever spoke to him again. 

Russell and his administrative of legislative assistant had a high opinion 
of my by then four books. Wheri published a brief account of this in 1974 it 
got not a single story X can remember and that book, like all Jen of them, ten 
published, more not published, got not a single review. 

I had given the Post*s book reviewer a copy of the first book. I stopped 
off to see him once to see if he had any questions, JJe had not ^finished it, 

had noiie, and expressed a flattering opinion of it.V/hen no review appeared, after 
some time I went back, lie and his secretary told me he had written a book review 
praising it and tlur_t Bradlee had killed it withjthe explanation thaj Schmidt, if 
I recall his name correctly, did not knbw enough ^ about the subject to do a 
review. As yibu probably do not remember and certainly did not use for chocking, / 
everything in that book is cited to the public and published official evidence. 

What you did not mention, and t presume did not check is the Commission's 
own evidence that thej(?eport was a lie. I cite what is currently'^topical , the 
2apruder film. In that firat book and the sequel]* which was published before the 
end of 1966, I cited the Commission^ own and entirely unquestionable proof that 
the President was first hit when that shot could not have come froiikye'window from 
which all shots in tlie official accounting were fired, allegedly by Oswald. (Who^ 
from the of ficial e vidence ; could not fi~ave fired a single shot) 

W$en Gardner phoned mo because the film was about to go on sale and ^ told 

o 

him it would prvide a field day for both sides if either got any attention and 
he asked me what the critics could use, I cited the vjsAble proof that one of the 
official pictures of the assassination, oft-published and in the official 
evidence andntosSxi ta^en in reaction to that shot, was, from the Zapruder film, 
ikane when it could not have come from that window/i, before /^rame 202 of that 
film. There is no question at all about this because the camera, which had for some 
time been at pill WillisB's eye, can be seen coming down fron it. 

While Geotge did report this, he also argued against it withCfcn irrelevancy. 
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He said that Frame 204 is indistinct or fuazy. If 11 fame 204 didV^rb exist it 
would make no difference* All that counifed was prior to then because the camera 
is seen for some tir%, relatively, at t^Qliis eye, and then can be seen coming 
down from it as he walks • 

I had quote/a bit of thisi^ including Zapruder*s own testimony that he saw 
t]e impact of that first bullet before the time jin the official accouni^ Oswald 
could have fired it, but you did not report that or ask me about it* 

I also reported the results of the official testing to see ±fi:he shooting 
attributed toQswald was even possible. That rifle was overJ^OE^s, shims were put 
under the gjlght and there were other improveuints on the situation Oswald would 

^ rtf'/ 

have faced* Those used in the test were the best shots in the count/ all professionals 
and all rated as "master" by the NRA. And not one of them was able to duplicate 
the shooting attributed to Oswald. w ho, if y<?u read that book, the /brines 
evaluated officii^and that when he had used the weapon - as a "rather poor shot," 
Beginnd/ttg with that first book, of all of those of whom ^ have been severely 
critical, not one has phoned or written to complain that ^ was unfair to him or 
inaccurate* . 

/VyvM- p 

■!Ui[Eave brought wAht usually is considered newsworthy to light* *n fact, as 
I got $hat 1 thought was more newsworthy * ^gave it away^ before i could use it 
mysel£.^C0^i^'|^ / ^'^ ^ ^ ^ 

Those dozen or more P’OIA lawsuits were never ne^ except once that I can ' 
recall when pulled a legitimate man\/bites-dog approach and Lardner alone did 
a story. No otfeer paper was there or touched it later* 

Not even when ^ put myself under oath to swear that the FBI, first its lab 
and then others, were providing perjury to the courts* The IG recently said tliat 
he had no evidonccjof that b^t ^ first alleged lip/ife a 1 975 suit. The Wdef ense" 
that succeeded was to tell that court that I ebuid make Buch allegations ad 
infinitim because ^ |knew more aj*>ut J^ie assassination and surrounding cir- 
cumstances than anyone working for the FBI. (Copy on request.) 

There is ore like this for which ^ do not take your time or mine but I 
do note that all the books that support the official mythology gdt~rSvicws^snd 
when the publishers paid for it, extensive, the i^Lst extensive* attention* 

Like the Post gave Gerald Posner* s C^fes© Closed. I got alpiut 20 |>ercent 
of what I liad written, Case ^pen, published. A Post reporter bought a c$py and 
gave it ttfjthe book review department. They never mentioned its existence. Ahd 
although I*d referred to Posner as a fan who had trouble telling the truth even 
by accident, as a plagiarist ^including from a tr^e-ycar-old! ) and as a shyster, 
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I heard not a word from him* 

Can there bead a bigger lie in our society thalf] a lie about what is a de 
facto coup d'etat? 

Did not all the media fail almost from the time those s£jots were fired? 

Did it not fail in accepting the star chamber "investigation" that, and this 
is in the records I obtained, beajgn with the preconception it bent all to be able 
to pretend was fact when it was, to their knowledge, a big lie? 

What else but the lie that did not see the light of day was that? 

Antf| wnat was that non-investigation but the biggest fif lies that did see 
the light of day only because the media made that possible? 

All of the media* 

And if^as 1 believe, the Postls record is the best of any paper, it is 
hardly a record to brag about* 

The media's record on this subject is not in accord with traditional 
belief* On this subject it protected and continues to protect the official lie, 
what the founding fathers gave us the first amendment to t%ke avoidance of this 
possible and safe* It also resolutely refused to report what would ordinarily 
be considered news, what disproved the offical lie* 

That sk>uld nev£/r jjave seen the light of day! 


Siracerely, 



Harold Weisberg 


